domestic affairs of those states, then armies present in
ex-enemy states are also capable of influencing the internal
ail'airs and policies of those states. Mr. Connally is perfectly
right in that. But the Allied troops on the territories of the
former enemy states are there precisely for the purpose of
controlling the domestic situation in these' countries for
a definite period of time. We all know, for example, that
the Allies have adopted a special decision concerning the
democratization and demilitarization of Germany, and have
agreed on the necessity of a lengthy occupation'of Germany
by Allied troops in order to carry out these decisions. In
relation to Japan, too, as one of the chief aggressive Powers,
grave measures are naturally required to control the domes-
tic development of this state over a definite period of time,
in order to ensure the accomplishment of demilitarization
and democratization in this state as well.
Mr. Connally knows, of course, that the Allies agreed
to keep their troops on the territory of Germany and Ja-
pan, and likewise in the other former enemy states, in
order to safeguard important interests of the Allies and of
all the United Nations. But surely it is not right to apply
to states of the United Nations the criterions we consider
necessary in regard to former enemy states I
Finally, I must dwell on one more remark of Mr. Con-
nally's. The Soviet delegation proposed that the United
Nations submit information regarding their troops on the
territories of other United Nations, but did not propose
that information be required regarding Allied troops on the
territories of former enemy states. However, when the
American Government proposed that information be required
regarding Allied troops on the territories of former
enemy states as well, the Soviet delegation agreed to this.
Such information may be useful, if only for the sake of
greater precision. Inasmuch as other governments consider